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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on Apr. 25, 
2008, has been entered. Claims 1-33 are currently pending and an Office action on the 
merits follows. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement filed Mar. 24, 2008, has been acknowledged 
and considered by the examiner. An initialed copy of the PTO-1449 is included in this 
correspondence. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
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made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6-10, 12-14, 18, 22-24, 26, 27, 29-31 and 33 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0002703 by 
Koyama ("Koyama"). 

As to claim 1, Koyama discloses a light emitting device comprising: a pixel 
(Koyama, 104) (Koyama, | [01 15]) comprising: a light-emitting element (Koyama, 1 1 1) 
(Koyama, If [0116]), a first transistor (Koyama, 1 12) for determining a value of a current 
flowing to the light-emitting element (Koyama, | [01 17]), and a second transistor 
(Koyama, 109) for determining a light emission or non light emission of the light- 
emitting element depending on a video signal input to a signal line (Koyama, 107) 
(Koyama, | [0117]), wherein the light-emitting element, the first transistor, and the 
second transistor are connected in series between a first power line (Koyama, 1 10) and a 
counter electrode of the light-emitting element, wherein a gate electrode of the first 
transistor is connected to a second power line (Koyama, 1 1 3) (Koyama, Fig. 3), wherein 
the signal line, the first power line, and the second power line are provided in parallel 
with each other (Koyama, | [01 15]; see also Fig. 3). 

As noted above, Koyama discloses wherein the signal line (Koyama, 107), the first 
power line (Koyama, 1 10), and the second power line (Koyama, 113) are provided in 
parallel with each other (Koyama, | [01 15]; see also Fig. 3). Although Koyama does not 
disclose expressly the order of these three lines per pixel, there are three possibilities: 1) 
the first power line is provided between the signal line and the second power line; 2) the 
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second power line is provided between the signal line and the first power line; and 3) the 
signal line is provided between the first power line and the second power line. Thus, 
Koyama does not disclose expressly wherein the first power line is provided between the 
signal line and the second power line, as claimed. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Koyama such That the first 
power line is provided between the signal line and the second power line because 
applicant has not disclosed that such a specific configuration provides an advantage, is 
used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
having the signal line, first power line, and second power line in parallel with one another 
in a different order (e.g., any one of those suggested by Koyama) because both would 
perform equally well in driving the various transistors in a pixel of a display device. 

As to claim 2, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the rejection of 
claim 1 above with the exception of: a third transistor for controlling an input of the video 
signal. Koyama discloses the pixel (Koyama, 104) comprising a third transistor (Koyama, 
105) for controlling an input of the video signal (Koyama, Tf [01 16]; see also Fig. 3). 

As to claim 8, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. Furthermore, Koyama discloses an element substrate comprising the pixel 
of claim 1 (Koyama, | [0106]) and the claimed "pixel electrode" is rejected in the same 
manner as the "light emitting element" in claim 1. 

As to claims 4 and 14, Koyama discloses wherein the first transistor and the 
second transistor are identical in conductivity (e.g., can be both p-channel or n-channel 
transistors) (Koyama, [01 13-1 18, 148-152]). 
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As to claims 6 and 7, Koyama discloses the first transistor and second transistor 
having a channel length and a channel width (e.g., implicitly suggested in thin film 
transistors). However, Koyama does not disclose expressly wherein the first transistor has 
a channel length longer than a channel width, and the second transistor has a channel 
length equal to or shorter than a channel width, wherein a ratio of the channel length to 
the channel width of the first transistor is 5 more, as claimed. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of Koyama 
such that the first transistor and second transistor had channel widths/lengths as claimed 
because applicant has not disclosed that such a specific transistor channel length/width 
provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of 
ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected applicant's invention to 
perform equally well with any commercially available transistor channel width/length 
because both would perform equally well in functioning as switches in a pixel of a 
display device. 

As to claim 9, Koyama discloses wherein each of the first transistor and the 
second transistor has P-type conductivity (Koyama, Tflf [0150-0152]) wherein each 
transistor has a threshold value (e.g., implicitly suggested in a transistor). However, 
Koyama does not disclose wherein a threshold value of the first transistor is higher than 
that of the second transistor, as claimed. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of Koyama 
such that the threshold value of the first transistor is higher than that of the second 
transistor as claimed because applicant has not disclosed that such a specific threshold 
value relationship provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a 
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stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected 
applicant's invention to perform equally well with any commercially available transistor 
threshold value relationship for a pixel in a display device because both would perform 
equally well in functioning as switches in a pixel of a display device. 

As to claim 10, Koyama discloses wherein each of the first transistor and the 
second transistor has an N-type conductivity (Koyama, fflf [0150-0152]) wherein each 
transistor has a threshold value (e.g., implicitly suggested in a transistor). However, 
Koyama does not disclose expressly wherein a threshold value of the first transistor is 
lower than that of the second transistor, as claimed. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of Koyama 
such that the threshold value of the first transistor is lower than that of the second 
transistor as claimed because applicant has not disclosed that such a specific threshold 
value relationship provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a 
stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected 
applicant's invention to perform equally well with any commercially available transistor 
threshold value relationship for a pixel in a display device because both would perform 
equally well in functioning as switches in a pixel of a display device. 

As to claims 12 and 13, all of the claim limitations have already been discussed in 
the rejection of claims 6 and 7 above. 

As to claims 18 and 24, all of the claim limitations have already been discussed in 
the rejection of claims 6 and 7 above. 
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As to claims 22 and 23, all of the claim limitations have already been discussed in 
the rejection of claims 6 and 7 above. 

As to claims 26, 27 and 29, Koyama discloses wherein the light-emitting device 
(or element substrate) is incorporated into at least one selected from the group consisting 
of a cellular phone, a mobile computer, a game machine, an electronic book, a video 
camera, a digital camera, a goggle display, a display device, and a navigation system 
(Koyama, 1 [0002]). 

As to claims 30, 3 1 and 33, Koyama discloses wherein a potential of the gate 
electrode of the first transistor (Koyama, 1 12) is fixed (Koyama, If [0139]). 

6. Claims 5, 1 1, 16, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Koyama as applied to claims 1, 2, 4, 6-10, 12-14, 18, 22-24, 26, 27, 
29-31 and 33 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,207,969 to Yamazaki 
("Yamazaki"). 

As to claims 5, 11, 16, 20 and 21, Koyama does not disclose expressly wherein the 
first transistor comprises a depletion type, as claimed. Yamazaki discloses a light- 
emitting device comprising a depletion type transistor for driving a light-emitting element 
(Koyama, Figs. 1-2B, 14; see also col. 1, 11. 13-15 and 46-53). At the time the invention 
was made, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to further 
modify the teachings of Koyama such that the first transistor is a depletion type, as taught 
by Yamazaki. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been so that the 
transistor could be formed on a single crystal silicon film by an intrinsic semiconductor in 
a silicon on insulator (Yamazaki, col. 1, 11. 45-53), as one of ordinary skill in the art 
would appreciate. 
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7. Claims 3, 15, 19, 25, 28 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Koyama in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/01 13760 by 
Kimura ("Kimura"). 

As to claim 3, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the rejection of 
claims 1 and 2 above with the exception of: a fourth transistor for forcing the light- 
emitting element into a non-emission state irrelevant from the video signal, as claimed. 
Koyama does not disclose expressly this limitation. 

Kimura discloses a pixel (Kimura, 732) for a light-emitting device comprising a 
fourth transistor (Kimura, 740) for forcing a light-emitting element (Kimura, 738) into a 
non-emission state irrelevant from the video signal (Kimura, Fig. 17B; see also [0150- 
0160]). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to further modify the teachings of Kimura such that a pixel of the 
light-emitting device comprised a fourth transistor, as taught by Kimura. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to display an image without 
decreasing a frame frequency if the number of bits of a digital signal is increased 
(Kimura, If [02160]), as one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate. 

As to claim 15, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the rejection 
of claims 4 and 14 above. 

As to claims 19 and 25, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the 
rejection of claims 6 and 7 above. 

As to claim 28, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the rejection 
of claims 26, 27 and 29 above. 
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As to claim 32, all of the limitations have already been discussed in the rejection 
of claims 30, 31 and 33 above. 

8. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Koyama 
and Kimura as applied to claims 3, 15, 28 and 32 above, and further in view of 
Yamazaki. 

As to claim 17, Koyama does not disclose expressly wherein the first transistor 
comprises a depletion type, as claimed. Yamazaki discloses a light-emitting device 
comprising a depletion type transistor for driving a light-emitting element (Koyama, Figs. 
1-2B, 14; see also col. 1, 11. 13-15 and 46-53). At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
teachings of Koyama such that the first transistor is a depletion type, as taught by 
Yamazaki. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been so that the transistor 
could be formed on a single crystal silicon film by an intrinsic semiconductor in a silicon 
on insulator (Yamazaki, col. 1, 11. 45-53), as one of ordinary skill in the art would 
appreciate. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed Apr. 25, 2008, with respect to the rejection of 
independent claims 1-3 and 8 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Examiner respectfully submits that the arguments have been addressed in the rejections 
above. For example, applicant argues that Koyama does not teach or suggest a signal line, 
a first power line, and a second power line in parallel with each other, where the first 
power line is provided between the signal line and the second power line. 
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However, examiner respectfully submits that Koyama discloses wherein the signal 
line (Koyama, 107), the first power line (Koyama, 1 10), and the second power line 
(Koyama, 1 13) are provided in parallel with each other (Koyama, | [01 15]; see also Fig. 
3). Although Koyama does not disclose expressly the order of these three lines per pixel, 
there are three possibilities: 1) the first power line is provided between the signal line and 
the second power line; 2) the second power line is provided between the signal line and 
the first power line; and 3) the signal line is provided between the first power line and the 
second power line. Thus, Koyama does not disclose expressly wherein the first power 
line is provided between the signal line and the second power line, as claimed. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Koyama such That the first 
power line is provided between the signal line and the second power line because 
applicant has not disclosed that such a specific configuration provides an advantage, is 
used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art, 
furthermore, would have expected applicant's invention to perform equally well with 
having the signal line, first power line, and second power line in parallel with one another 
in a different order (e.g., any one of those suggested by Koyama) because both would 
perform equally well in driving the various transistors in a pixel of a display device. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALEXANDER S. BECK whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7765. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sumati Lefkowitz can be reached on (571) 272-3638. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Alexander S. Beck/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



